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Auditor of State David A. Vaudt today released a report on a special investigation of the Fifth 
and Eighth Judicial Districts Department of Correctional Services (Districts) for the period 
January 1, 2003 through June 30, 2006.  The special investigation was requested by the Fifth 
Judicial District after a preliminary investigation by District officials identified payments collected 
by Lance Summers, a probation and parole officer (PPO), which were not properly deposited.   
Mr. Summers resigned in August 2006 amid allegations of undeposited collections. 
Vaudt reported the special investigation identified $4,194 of undeposited payments collected 
by Mr.  Summers.  The collections were composed of supervision fees, application fees and 
community service hours which were improperly converted to a “fine” paid by an offender.  Not all 
of the undeposited collections were supported by a receipt. 
Vaudt also reported Mr. Summers deposited $3,860 of cash from unidentified sources to his 
personal bank accounts between December 20, 2004 and May 8, 2006.  Additional deposits of 
approximately $2,900 were made to Mr. Summers’ personal accounts during this period; however, 
the composition of the deposits between cash and checks could not be determined.   
Vaudt reported the sequence of receipts issued by the Districts were not recorded or 
accounted for in a manner that would allow for identifying receipts which were not subsequently 
deposited.  As a result, additional amounts collected by the former PPO may have been 
undeposited during the period tested.   
In addition, Vaudt reported the former PPO submitted files, receipts, cash and a check to an 
agent of the Division of Criminal Investigation and officials of the Fifth and Eighth Judicial 
Districts after he was confronted about undeposited collections identified by District officials.   Vaudt also reported the former PPO admitted he converted community service hours 
ordered by the Courts to “fines” to be paid by offenders.  Such conversions are to be supported by 
a court order approved by a judge.  However, the conversions made by Mr. Summers were not 
supported by court orders.  Because court orders or other appropriate documentation were not 
available, the only 2 undeposited fines for conversions identified were the ones repaid by 
Mr. Summers.   
The report also includes recommendations to strengthen the controls at the Judicial 
Districts. 
Copies of the report have been filed with the Division of Criminal Investigation, the Attorney 
General’s Office, the Dallas County Attorney’s Office and the Lee County Attorney’s Office.  A copy 
of the report is available for review in the Office of Auditor of State and on the Auditor of State’s 
web site at http://auditor.iowa.gov/specials/specials.htm. 
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Auditor of State’s Report 
To John Baldwin, Director of the Iowa Department of Corrections, 
Sally Kreamer, Director of the Fifth Judicial District, and 
Daniel Fell, Director of the Eighth Judicial District: 
As a result of alleged improprieties regarding certain collections and at the request of 
officials from the Department of Corrections (DOC), we conducted a special investigation of the 
Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts Department of Correctional Services (Districts).  We have 
applied certain tests and procedures to selected financial transactions of the Districts for the 
period January 1, 2003 through June 30, 2006.  Because not all records were available, we were 
not able to perform all procedures for the entire period.  Based on discussions with District 
personnel, representatives of the Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI) and a review of relevant 
information, we performed the following procedures for the periods specified: 
(1)  Evaluated the Fifth and Eighth Districts’ internal controls to determine whether 
adequate policies and procedures were in place and operating effectively. 
(2)  Reviewed certain receipt documents submitted to the Fifth Judicial District by 
offenders which resulted in alleged improprieties.   
(3)  Determined the periods during which a former probation and parole officer (PPO) 
was employed by each of the Districts and confirmed payroll activity for the former 
PPO.   
(4)  Obtained and reviewed the former PPO’s personal bank statements for the period 
January 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006 to determine the source of funds deposited.   
(5)  Attempted to gather receipt books used by the former PPO at the Districts.   
(6)  Determined the manner in which sentencing information is communicated by the 
Clerks of Court offices to the District offices.   
(7)  Determined if offenders entered in the Iowa Court Information System (ICIS) by the 
Clerks of Court and meeting certain criteria were properly recorded in the Iowa 
Corrections Offenders Network (ICON) system by District personnel.  We also 
determined if other records existed for the selected offenders at the District offices.  
This was done for offenders sentenced during the periods specified for the following 
counties: 
•  Lee County for the period January 1, 2003 through July 30, 2004. 
•  Dallas, Guthrie and Madison Counties for the period July 1, 2004 through 
December 31, 2005. 
•  Henry County for the period January 1, 2006 through June 15, 2006.  
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(8)  With assistance from several counties’ Clerks of Court, determined sentencing 
requirements established by the counties’ Courts for certain offenders.   
(9)  Attempted to confirm any payments made to the Districts for supervision fees by 
offenders who were not recorded in ICON but should have been.   
(10)  Reviewed DCI interviews and documentation they obtained from the former PPO. 
These procedures identified $4,194 of fees that were not deposited to the Districts’ offices.  
We were unable to determine if additional amounts may have been undeposited during this time 
period because adequate records were not available for all collections.  Several internal control 
weaknesses were also identified.  Our detailed findings and recommendations are presented in the 
Investigative Summary and Exhibit A of this report. 
The procedures described above do not constitute an audit of financial statements 
conducted in accordance with U. S. generally accepted auditing standards.  Had we performed 
additional procedures, or had we performed an audit of financial statements of the Fifth or Eighth 
Judicial Districts, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported 
to you. 
Copies of this report have been filed with the Division of Criminal Investigation, the Attorney 
General’s Office, the Dallas County Attorney’s Office and the Lee County Attorney’s Office.   
We would like to acknowledge the assistance and many courtesies extended to us by the 
officials and personnel of the Iowa Division of Criminal Investigation, the Department of 
Corrections and the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts during the course of our investigation.   
 
 
 
 
  DAVID A. VAUDT, CPA  WARREN G. JENKINS, CPA 
  Auditor of State  Chief Deputy Auditor of State 
November 9, 2007  
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Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts 
Investigative Summary 
Background Information 
Each of the State’s 8 Judicial Districts are responsible for furnishing or contracting for services 
necessary to provide a community-based correctional program that meets the needs of the 
District.  As part of this responsibility, each District employs probation and parole officers.   
Probation and parole officers (PPOs) meet periodically with individuals on probation or parole to 
ensure their conduct is consistent with the terms and conditions of their release.  In accordance 
with Section 905.14 of the Code of Iowa, PPOs are to collect a $250.00 supervision fee from each 
offender.  While the fee may be collected in its entirety at one time, it is generally collected in a 
number of small payments made by the offender during meetings with their assigned PPO.  Fees 
collected by the Districts are retained for administrative and program services.   
Fees are collected by PPOs or administrative personnel in Judicial District offices or in the field by 
PPOs.  When a fee is received by a PPO, a hand-written 4-part receipt is to be prepared.  A copy of 
the receipt is given to the offender, a copy is placed in the offender’s file, a copy stays with the 
cash, money order or check collected and the last part stays in the receipt book.  Offices within 
the Districts may have several receipt books from which receipts are actively issued.  Some PPOs 
have their own receipt books and some may use several different books.  According to officials we 
spoke with from the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts, the number of books in use is not 
tracked.  In addition, the sequence of receipts issued from the receipt books is not monitored.  A 
process is not in place to determine if a receipt is issued out of sequence or if all receipts are 
submitted to the District office.   
Although they are typically paid to the Clerk of Court, periodically an offender may make payment 
to the PPO for fines, surcharges, attorney’s fees and restitution.  In this case, the PPO should 
remit the payment(s) to the Clerk’s office.     
The receipts issued by PPOs in the Fifth Judicial District are preprinted with the name of the 
District and the address of the Des Moines Office.  The receipts issued by PPOs in the Eighth 
Judicial District do not include any type of identification.  However, the receipts are preprinted 
with the description “Supervision Fees.” 
If fees are collected by an administrative staff person at a District office, the collection is recorded 
directly into the Fee Payment system which produces a two part receipt.  The top portion of the 
receipt is given to the offender and the bottom portion is placed in the offender’s file.  If an 
offender mails a payment to a District office, both portions of the receipt printed from the Fee 
System are placed in the offender’s file.  The top portion is to be given to the offender during their 
next visit to the office or during their next meeting with their PPO.     
The Fee Payment system also contains information about the offenders’ financial obligations to 
the District and any payments made toward those obligations.  While the PPOs can view the 
financial information in the Fee Payment system, they do not have the ability to add or change the 
information.   
PPOs are also responsible for maintaining a portion of the information contained in the Iowa 
Corrections Offender Network (ICON) system.  ICON is a database containing information about 
offenders found guilty of a crime by an Iowa court and ordered to be supervised by the Iowa 
Department of Corrections.  Individuals with access to ICON can determine if a specific offender 
received a prison sentence or was assigned to a community based corrections office for 
supervision while serving a probation or parole term.  PPOs maintain notations regarding 
offenders for whom they provide supervision, such as an offender’s status regarding completion of 
a treatment program, attendance at required meetings and notations from supervision meetings.    
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Lance Summers began employment as a PPO with the Eighth Judicial District in May 2002.  Over 
the next several years, Mr. Summers was employed by the Department of Corrections at various 
offices within the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts.  His employment locations are summarized 
below. 
•  05/20/02 – 07/29/04:  Eighth Judicial District   
•  07/30/04 – circa 09/15/05:  Adel office of the Fifth Judicial District  
•  circa 09/15/05 – 12/30/05:  Des Moines office of the Fifth Judicial District  
•  12/31/05 – 08/04/06:  Eighth Judicial District 
Shortly after Mr.  Summers returned to the Eighth Judicial District, officials from the Fifth 
Judicial District became aware of 3 incidents in which it appeared Mr. Summers had collected 
payments from offenders, but the collections had not been properly deposited.  As a result of 
irregularities identified with the collection of payments from the 3 offenders, Mr. Summers was 
placed on paid suspension at the end of May 2006.  He subsequently resigned on August 4, 2006. 
The Department of Corrections requested the Office of Auditor of State to perform an investigation 
of the alleged misappropriation.  As a result of that request, we performed the procedures detailed 
in the Auditor of State’s Report. 
Detailed Findings 
As a result of these procedures, $4,194 of undeposited fees paid by offenders to former PPO Lance 
Summers during the period January  1, 2003 through June  30, 2006 were identified.  Of this 
amount, Mr.  Summers initially repaid a total of $1,210 to the Fifth Judicial District.  He 
subsequently submitted an additional $1,124 to a DCI agent on June 30, 2006 and $1,530 to 
Eighth Judicial District officials with his resignation.  We were unable to determine if additional 
amounts may have been undeposited during this time period because adequate records were not 
available for all collections.  A detailed explanation of our findings follows.   
Undeposited Collections Identified by the Fifth Judicial District – As previously stated, after 
Mr. Summers left his position in the Fifth Judicial District, officials became aware of 3 incidents 
in which it appeared Mr. Summers had collected payments from offenders, but the collections had 
not been properly deposited.  The first incident involved an offender for whom a warrant had been 
issued in late 2005 for failure to pay court costs.  “Offender A” was able to provide 2 receipts to 
District officials documenting she paid the $250 supervision fee and a $595 fine for converted 
community service hours.  The receipts show the payments were made in cash in February and 
April of 2005, respectively.  Copies of the receipts are included in Appendix 1.   
As illustrated by the Appendix, the receipts document Mr. Summers received the amounts paid 
by the offender.  However, the payments could not be located within the District’s records.   
Accounts had not been established on ICON and in the Fee Payment system for Offender A by 
District personnel.  In addition, a case file for the offender could not be located in the office.   
Officials from the Fifth Judicial District contacted Mr. Summers to determine why the collections 
w e r e  n o t  p r o p e r l y  r e c o r d e d .   I n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  i n q u i r y ,  M r .   S u m m e r s  s e n t  a  l e t t e r  t o  F i f t h  
Judicial District officials along with a $250 check and a $595 check drawn on his personal 
account.  A copy of the letter is included in Appendix 2.  As illustrated by the Appendix, 
Mr. Summers submitted payments to the District for the undeposited collections because he was 
“accepting responsibility for the missing money since I’m the one who apparently receipted the 
money in from the Offender.”  The checks drawn on Mr.  Summers’ personal account were 
redeemed in late March 2006 by the District.    
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In May 2006, officials from the Fifth Judicial District identified 2 additional instances in which 
payments made by offenders had not been properly deposited.  In early May, an offender who had 
previously reported to Mr.  Summers for supervision met with another PPO within the Fifth 
Judicial District for a new supervision order.  After reviewing Offender B’s information in the Fee 
Payment system, the PPO informed the offender he owed supervision fees for the period he had 
reported to Mr. Summers.  Offender B subsequently provided a receipt documenting he had paid 
$100 to Mr. Summers on October 16, 2005.  A copy of the receipt in included in Appendix 3.   
On May 12, 2006, an employee in the Des Moines office of the Fifth Judicial District received an e-
mail from Mr. Summers stating he had sent a money order to her.  He also stated the money order 
was for Offender B and requested the employee “add it to [Offender B’s] supervision fee.”  In the e-
mail, Mr. Summers stated Offender B already had a receipt for the payment and a receipt was in 
the offender’s file.  A copy of the e-mail is included in Appendix 4.  
Appendix 4 also includes a copy of the $365.00 money order, the note included with the money 
order and the preprinted self-addressed return envelope in which they were mailed to the Fifth 
Judicial District.  As illustrated by the Appendix, the envelope was mailed from the Quad Cities.  
Also as illustrated by the Appendix, both the money order and the note state the payment was for 
Offender B’s supervision fee and identified the offender’s ICON number.  Like the e-mail, the note 
included with the money order states Offender B already has a copy of the receipt so it is not 
necessary to provide another to him.   
After meeting with his new PPO, a third offender reported in late May 2006 his supervision fees 
had been paid even though the obligation was shown as unsatisfied in the Fee Payment system.  
Offender C provided a copy of Mr. Summers’ business card and 2 receipts documenting a total of 
$250.00 had been paid in October 2005.  Each of the receipts contained Mr. Summers’ initials.  
Copies of the business card and the receipts are included in Appendix 5.  As illustrated by the 
Appendix, receipt number 27214 for $150 states the payment was for “sp fee”, or supervision fee.  
Also, receipt number 27213 for $100 states the payment was for “fee to State of IA Tres”, or 
Treasurer.  The payment appears to be the application fee for an Interstate Compact, an 
agreement with another jurisdiction which transfers responsibility for supervision.   
The payments made by Offenders A, B and C but not properly deposited by Mr. Summers have 
been included in Exhibit A.   
Offenders A, B and C were assigned to the Adel office of the District.  When an offender is ordered 
by the Dallas County Court to report to the Department of Corrections for supervision, staff from 
the Clerk of Court’s office place a copy of the court order in a box on the counter in the Clerk of 
Court’s office and record the supervision order in the Iowa Court Information System (ICIS), an 
electronic database used by the Clerks of Court.   
According to personnel we spoke with from the Fifth Judicial District’s Adel office, someone from 
the office periodically picks up the orders from the Clerk’s office and transports them to the 
District’s Adel office.  The offenders’ information is entered into the ICON system by District 
personnel from the orders.  In addition, a paper case file is established and an account is set up 
in the Fee Payment system for each offender.   
Each offender is to contact the District office within a specified period of time to arrange a meeting 
with a PPO.  If contact is not made within the specified time, a warrant for the offender’s arrest 
may be issued.  Because the Clerk’s office does not actively monitor individuals placed under the 
Department’s supervision, the Clerk’s office would only know an offender did not meet the 
requirements of their probation if an arrest warrant is issued.    
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According to individuals we spoke with in the Clerk’s Office and at the District, there is no 
interaction between the ICIS system maintained by the Clerks of Court and the Department’s 
ICON system.  No one periodically determines if all offenders in ICIS who have an order for 
supervision to be provided by the Department of Corrections are subsequently included in ICON.   
In addition to Mr. Summers, an administrative staff person and other PPOs worked in the Adel 
office.  According to District personnel we spoke with, the administrative staff person assigned to 
the Adel office was frequently not at work during the period of our review.  When the 
administrative staff person was not in the office, any PPO working in the office could receive 
payments from any offenders who came to the office, including offenders assigned to the PPO and 
offenders assigned to other PPOs.  Collections could also be received from offenders who had not 
previously reported to the District and had not yet been assigned to a PPO.   
As stated previously, the PPOs are to prepare manual receipts when they collect fees and fees 
collected by administrative personnel in the District offices are recorded directly into the Fee 
Payment system, which produces a 2-part receipt.  The PPOs have access to the Fee Payment 
system that allows them to view the obligation and payment information recorded, but they are 
not able to enter or change the information recorded.   
Any personnel in the office would have the opportunity to receive partial payment of fee 
obligations from offenders and not prepare a receipt.  Alternatively, the individual collecting the 
payment could also prepare a manual receipt for a partial payment of an obligation, give a copy of 
the receipt to the offender, destroy 2 of the remaining 3 copies and mark the copy left in the book 
as “Void.”  Because not all receipt books used in the office were accounted for and no one ensured 
the sequence of receipts was complete, timely identification of the undeposited collection would 
n o t  o c c u r .   I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a  s p e c i f i c  b o o k  o f  r e c e i p t s  c o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  u s e d  b y  t h e  P P O  i f  t h e y  
intended to not deposit the payments collected.   
The individual collecting the payment could also tell the offender the requirements of their 
supervision had been met and it was not necessary for them to return again to the office.  If the 
offender does not have to return to the office again, there will be no opportunity for the offender 
to tell another employee the required fees had been paid.  In addition, the chances of a District 
employee discovering a paper file and accounts had not been established for the offender on 
ICON and the Fee Payment systems would be greatly decreased.  These conditions are consistent 
with the events described by the offender initially identified by the Fifth Judicial District.   
Appendix 6 includes a statement provided by the offender.  As illustrated by the Appendix, the 
offender stated Mr. Summers told her she had completed all the requirements of her supervision 
after she paid him her supervision fee and a fee for converted community service hours.  As 
previously stated, a paper file could not be located for the offender and accounts had not been 
established on ICON and in the Fee Payment system.   
Because the receipts recovered from the offenders in each of the 3 incidents identified by Fifth 
Judicial District officials contained Lance Summers’ initials as the individual receiving the 
payments, we attempted to identify all receipt books used by Mr. Summers or available for his 
use in the Adel office.  However, as previously stated, the receipt books and sequence of receipts 
issued were not accounted for.  As a result, we were unable to determine a complete population 
of receipts available for Mr.  Summers’ use.  Also, personnel at the District were unable to 
determine which receipt books were used by Mr.  Summers.  As a result, we were unable to 
identify a complete population of receipts which were prepared by Mr. Summers.   
We also attempted to identify all offenders with whom Mr. Summers may have met and collected 
payments.  However, according to officials of the Fifth Judicial District, Mr. Summers may have  
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collected payments from offenders not assigned to his supervision.  As a result, we were unable 
to obtain a list of all offenders from whom Mr. Summers may have received collections.    
Because we were unable to identify complete populations of documents from which to base our 
testing, it was necessary to develop alternative testing procedures.  Because Mr.  Summers 
supervised offenders in Dallas, Guthrie and Madison counties and based on discussions with 
District officials and personnel from the Clerks of Court, we determined a risk of undeposited 
collections existed for offenders who were ordered by the courts in Dallas, Guthrie or Madison 
Counties to report to the Department for supervision, but for whom an account had not been 
established in ICON.  To determine if this occurred on more than the occasion previously 
identified by the officials of the Fifth Judicial District, we, with the assistance of Department of 
Corrections’ personnel, compared offenders recorded with a supervision order in ICIS (originating 
from the courts in Dallas, Guthrie or Madison Counties) to the offenders recorded in ICON.  For 
the offenders recorded in ICIS but not ICON, we reviewed the appropriate judgment order to 
determine if the offender was assigned to supervision by the Fifth Judicial District or if the 
supervision was to be provided directly by the Court.   
As a result of these procedures, we identified 10 offenders who were ordered by the Court to 
report to the Fifth Judicial District for supervision services but were not recorded in ICON or the 
Fee Payment systems.  The offenders identified included Offender  A.  Payments made by 
Offender A were identified as undeposited by Fifth Judicial District officials in February 2006.  
After the payments were identified, District officials properly established an account on the ICON 
and Fee Payment systems for Offender A and created a paper file for her.   
Excluding Offender A, 7 of the 9 offenders identified during our testing were ordered to receive 
supervision services from the Fifth Judicial District by the Dallas County Court and 2 were 
ordered by the Guthrie County Court.  In addition, we determined a paper file could not be found 
in the District office for any of the offenders identified.  We confirmed with District personnel the 
9 offenders should have been recorded in the ICON and Fee Payment systems and paper files 
should have been located in the District office for them.  The 9 offenders are listed in Table 1.   
An agent of the Division of Criminal Investigation (DCI) contacted 2 of the 9 offenders identified to 
determine if they had paid all or a portion of their required supervision fees.  During the interview 
with the DCI agent, Offender F reported he had met with a PPO from the Adel office, paid the PPO 
the $250 supervision fee in cash and had received a receipt.  A copy of the receipt provided to the 
DCI agent has been included in Appendix 7.  As illustrated by the Appendix, the receipt dated 
February 8, 2005 included Mr. Summers’ initials as the preparer.  Offender F also reported the 
PPO did not convert community service to a fee.  A DCI agent also spoke with Offender D who 
reported she had never had a PPO and did not pay a supervision fee.   
We sent certified letters to the 7 remaining offenders informing them we were conducting a review 
of payments made to PPOs.  The letter also requested the offenders provide us with a copy of any 
receipt received from a PPO or other staff member from a Judicial District Office for any 
payments made since July 1, 2003.  We received responses to the letters from 3 of the offenders.  
Each of the 3 responses said a payment had not been made for supervision fees and 2 offenders 
replied they had not met with a PPO.  The remaining 4 letters were returned to our office because 
they were unclaimed or because the offender reportedly no longer lived at the address to which 
the letter was sent.    
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Table 1 
 
Offender 
 
County 
Disposition 
Date per ICIS 
 
Response Received 
D Dallas  07/08/04  Spoke with DCI and reported no payments made 
E  Guthrie  01/25/05  Reported no payments made 
F  Dallas  02/03/05  Spoke with DCI and provided receipt for payment 
G  Guthrie  03/07/05  Reported no payments made 
H Dallas  05/05/05  Reported no payments made 
I Dallas  06/16/05  No response received 
J Dallas  06/16/05  No response received 
K Dallas  07/28/05  No response received 
L Dallas  08/26/05  No response received 
We also compared offenders recorded in ICIS and ICON and reviewed judgment orders for 
offenders receiving sentences in Henry, Lee and Wapello Counties in the Eighth Judicial District.  
According to District officials we spoke with, Mr. Summers supervised offenders in each of these 
counties.  As a result of those procedures, we did not identify any offenders who were ordered to 
report to the Eighth Judicial District for supervision services but were not recorded in the ICON 
and Fee Payment system.   
Additional Undeposited Collections – While we were obtaining information from the Districts 
and the Clerks of Court and comparing information between ICIS and ICON, a DCI agent met with 
Mr. Summers on several occasions.  During an interview held on June 21, 2006, Mr. Summers 
told the DCI agent he was aware of a few cases where money had been lost for the offenders 
reporting to him for supervision.  He also stated he was willing to repay any money missing in 
these cases. 
During an interview held with the DCI agent on June 30, 2006, Mr. Summers submitted $1,124 
in cash and a check along with 3 related receipts issued from the Fifth Judicial District’s receipt 
books.  The receipts and payments are listed in Table 2 and copies of the receipts are included in 
Appendix 8.  During the interview, Mr. Summers stated he found the cash, check and receipts in 
his home.  However, during an interview with Mr.  Summers’ wife on November  29, 2006, 
Mrs. Summers told the DCI agent she had not observed any District records in their home.   
Table 2 
 
Offender 
District 
Assigned To 
Receipt 
Date 
Receipt  
Number 
 
Amount 
I Fifth  Unknown  Issued on plain paper  $     250.00  
J  Fifth  -  Not recovered  100.00 ^ 
O  Fifth  08/12/05 22664  220.00   
L  Fifth  09/22/05 27205  404.00   
C  Fifth  10/10/05 27214  150.00 
Total       $ 1,124.00 
^ - Repayment was a check drawn on the offender’s bank account and made 
payable to the Treasure(r) of the State of Iowa.   
As illustrated by the Table, Mr. Summers submitted collections received from 5 offenders which 
he did not properly deposit while he worked at the Fifth Judicial District.  Of the 5 offenders listed  
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in Table 2, Offenders I, J and L were also identified by our testing and are included in Table 1.  
Offender C was not identified by our testing because an account had been established for him on 
ICON.   
On August 4, 2006, Mr. Summers met with a supervisor from the Eighth Judicial District.  During 
the meeting, Mr.  Summers submitted his resignation and $1,530 in cash.  A copy of 
Mr. Summers’ resignation letter is included in Appendix 9.   
According to the supervisor, Mr. Summers stated the cash was for fees he collected from offenders 
in the Eighth Judicial District.  According to the supervisor, Mr. Summers also stated he wanted 
it to be clear he had not “misplaced” any collections since he had returned to the Eighth Judicial 
District in January 2006.  He stated all the money he submitted to the supervisor on August 4, 
2006 came from offenders he supervised in Lee County when he worked there as the Intensive 
Supervision Officer before transferring to the Fifth Judicial District.  According to Eighth Judicial 
District officials, Mr. Summers was the Intensive Supervision Officer for Lee and Henry counties 
from May 20, 2002 through July 29, 2004, when he transferred to the Fifth Judicial District.  The 
offenders and the undeposited collections submitted by Mr. Summers are included in Exhibit A.   
As stated previously, our testing performed for offenders ordered to supervision by the courts in 
Lee and Henry counties did not identify any offenders who were not recorded in ICON and the Fee 
Payment system for the periods January 1, 2003 through July 30, 2004 and January 1, 2006 
through June 15, 2006, respectively.  Based on our testing, it appears the offenders from whom 
Mr.  Summers collected payments but did not properly deposit the collections were properly 
recorded in ICON.   
Also as stated previously, we were unable to determine if additional amounts may have been 
undeposited during the time periods we tested because adequate records were not available for all 
collections.  Because the personnel in the Districts did not record or track which receipt books 
were used by Mr. Summers or other District personnel, we are unable to sequentially account for 
all receipts issued to ensure the collections were properly depos i t e d .   I t  i s  a l s o  p o s s i b l e  
Mr. Summers received payments which he never recorded on a receipt, as illustrated by Table 2.   
The offenders listed in Table 1 are the offenders who were ordered to report to the Fifth Judicial 
District for supervision services but who are not recorded in ICON.  While they were at risk for 
having paid fees that were not properly recorded by District personnel, they are not the only 
offenders who may have made payments that were not properly recorded.  It is also possible the 
offenders listed in Table 1 made payments to the PPO they reported to for supervision services, 
but the offender chose not to share the information as we requested.   
In addition, we have no assurance Table 2 lists all the undeposited collections received by 
Mr. Summers.  The Table only lists the collections for which he subsequently made a repayment 
to the Eighth Judicial District.    
Conversion of Community Service Hours – As stated previously, Offender  A provided the 
receipts shown in Appendix 1 to Fifth Judicial District officials.  The receipts were for payments 
the offender made to Mr.  Summers which were not properly deposited.  As illustrated by the 
Appendix, Mr. Summers recorded “Fee-Fine” on the receipt for the $595.  However, as illustrated 
by Appendix 6, Offender A has provided a statement the $595 was paid to Mr. Summers in lieu of 
performing 100 hours of community service.   
We spoke with the Dallas County Attorney to obtain an understanding of how community service 
hours could be converted to a “fine” or payment.  According to the County Attorney, for older 
cases it is possible community service hours ordered by the court could have been “converted” to 
a charitable donation.  However, the Chief Judge in the District had significantly restricted that 
process approximately a year prior to our review.  The County Attorney also stated if the 
community service obligation had been converted, the conversion would be required to have a 
corresponding court order signed by a judge.  Also, the conversion should be available on ICIS.  
The County Attorney searched ICIS for a court order converting Offender  A’s 100 hours of  
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community service (ordered by the court on January  13, 2005) to a charitable donation.  He 
reported there was no court order making the conversion.   
During Mr. Summers’ interview with the DCI agent on June  30, 2006, he stated he converted 
community service hours to a fine without a judge’s approval or signature.  He stated he 
determined the amount of the fine by multiplying the number of community service hours ordered 
by $5.15.  As illustrated by Exhibit A, Mr.  Summers repaid $404 for fees collected from 
Offender  L.  According to the Order Deferring Judgment found in the offender’s paper file 
submitted to the DCI agent by Mr.  Summers, Offender  L was ordered to perform 30  hours of 
community service at the rate of $5.15 per hour in addition to probation under supervision of the 
Fifth Judicial District.  The $404 repaid by Mr. Summers is composed of $250 for supervision fees 
and $154 for 30 hours of community service converted to a fine at the rate of $5.15 per hour. 
Because Mr. Summers converted community service hours without a judge’s approval and a court 
order, we are unable to determine how many conversions Mr. Summers may have made.  As a 
result, we are unable to determine what amount, if any, of related “fines” Mr. Summers’ collected 
but did not properly deposit.   
Repayments Made by Mr.  Summers – As stated previously, Mr.  Summers submitted files, 
receipts, cash and a check to a DCI agent and officials of the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts.  
The items submitted by Mr.  Summers were related to undeposited collections he previously 
received from certain offenders.  Each of the repayments has been listed in Exhibit A, along with 
a summary of the related receipt information if a receipt was recovered.  The repayments made by 
Mr. Summers have also been summarized in Table 3.   
                                                                                                                         Table 3 
 
Offender 
 Receipt 
Date 
Receipt 
Number 
 
Description 
Repayment 
Amount 
Mailed to the Fifth Judicial District:       
  A  02/08/05   22811   Check*  $ 250    
 A  04/12/05  22557  Check*  595   
  B  10/16/05  27296  Money Order#  365  $ 1,210 
Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006:        
 C  10/10/05  27214  Cash  150   
 L  09/22/05  27205  Cash  404   
 O  08/12/05  22664  Cash  220   
 I  -  Not recovered  Cash 250   
 J  -  Not recovered  Check^ 100  1,124 
Submitted to Eighth Judicial District officials on August 4, 2006:      
 P  -  Not recovered  Cash  165  
 Q  -  Not recovered  Cash  280  
 R  -  Not recovered  Cash  500  
 S  -  Not recovered  Cash  165  
 T  -  Not recovered  Cash  250  
 U  -  Not recovered  Cash  150  
  Unspecified  -  -    -  20  1,530 
     Total         $  3,864 
* - Checks were drawn on Mr. Summers’ personal checking account. 
# - Purchased by Mr. Summers. 
^ - Check written by the offender to the Treasure(r) State of Iowa.  
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As illustrated by the Table, repayments made by Mr.  Summers directly to the Fifth Judicial 
District were made with 2 checks drawn on his personal checking account and a money order he 
purchased.  Also, as illustrated by the Table, $1,024 of the $1,124 submitted to the DCI agent by 
Mr. Summers during an interview on June 30, 2006 was paid with cash.  The remaining $100 
was a check written by Offender J to the Treasure(r) of the State of Iowa.  The check was payment 
of an application fee for an Interstate Compact which would have transferred the offender’s 
supervision to Texas, his state of residence.  In addition to the cash and check submitted to the 
DCI agent, Mr.  Summers also provided files removed from the Fifth Judicial District by 
Mr. Summers for 2 additional offenders.  Based on the documents provided by Mr. Summers, we 
are unable to determine if Mr. Summers collected any fees from these offenders that were not 
properly deposited. 
During the June 30, 2006 interview, Mr. Summers told the DCI agent the files and undeposited 
collections he returned had been at his home and he had nothing more at his home which 
belonged to the District.  He also told the agent he issued receipts for collections from offenders 
unless he didn’t have a receipt with him.  Mr. Summers told the DCI agent he didn’t take a receipt 
book with him at times and on those occasions he would write on a piece of paper.   
Table 3 also illustrates all of the $1,530 submitted to Eighth Judicial District officials on 
August 4, 2006 was repaid in cash.  According to District officials, the cash was submitted by 
Mr. Summers in 5 bundles.  Individual bundles were submitted for Offenders P, Q, R and S.  The 
remaining bundle was marked as containing $250 for Offender  T and $150 for Offender  U.   
However, the bundle contained $420 instead of $400.  The excess $20 has been included in 
Table 3 and Exhibit A for an unspecified offender.   
According to Eighth Judicial District officials, Mr. Summers stated he had shredded the receipts 
for the undeposited fees he submitted on August  4, 2006.  He also stated he recorded the 
amounts he collected and who he collected it from before shredding the receipts.  He explained he 
intended to try to “slip the money back into the Eighth Judicial District unnoticed but could not 
figure out how to do that.”  He did not want to use the original receipts because they had the 
collection dates on them and he didn’t want anyone to know how long ago the fees had been 
collected.   
By reviewing Mr. Summers’ personal bank statements, we determined he withdrew $1,500 cash 
from his accounts on June 21, 2006, $1,500 cash on June 28, 2006 and $500 cash on June 30, 
2006.  During his meeting with Eighth Judicial District officials on August 4, 2006, Mr. Summers 
stated he had cash with him when he initially met with the DCI agent on June  21, 2006.   
According to Eighth Judicial District officials, Mr. Summers stated he “was just too scared to tell” 
the agent he had it with him.   
During the November 20, 2006 interview with the DCI agent, Mr. Summers initially stated the 
cash he submitted to the agent on June 30, 2006 came from a box in his basement.  This is 
consistent with his statements to the agent on June 30, 2006.  However, after discussing what the 
agent knew about the activity in his bank account, Mr. Summers agreed with the agent that he 
withdrew the cash from his personal bank account prior to the meeting.  He also acknowledged he 
took money from his account to make up for whatever money might have been missing from the 
box in his basement.   
Cash Deposits to Mr. Summers’ Personal Bank Account – During Mr. Summers’ June 30, 2006 
interview with a DCI agent, Mr. Summers stated cash deposits would not be found in his bank 
accounts.  The Dallas County Attorney’s Office subpoenaed copies of Mr. Summers’ personal bank 
account statements.  We reviewed the statements and identified a number of cash deposits.  While 
we were able to determine some of the cash deposits were from Mr. Summers’ family members, we 
were unable to determine the source of all the cash deposits.  Table 4  summarizes the cash 
deposits to Mr. Summers’ personal bank accounts for which we were unable to determine the  
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source of the cash.  As illustrated by the Table, $4,190.00 of cash deposits from unidentified 
sources were made to Mr. Summers’ account at U.S.  Bank between December  20, 2004 and 
May 8, 2006.   
Additional deposits of $1,665.24 and $1,256.00 were deposited to Mr. Summers’ U.S. Bank and 
Danville State Savings Bank accounts, respectively, between December  20, 2004 and May  8, 
2006.  However, we were unable to determine if the deposits were composed of cash, checks or a 
combination of cash and checks.   
Table 4 
  
U. S. Bank 
  Danville State 
Savings Bank 
Date of 
Deposit 
Cash 
Deposited 
Deposits from 
Unknown Sources 
  Deposits from 
Unknown Sources 
12/20/04  $             -  200.00    - 
12/21/04 -  150.00    - 
12/30/04 -  1,250.00    - 
01/18/05    65.24    - 
01/25/05 370.00  -    - 
04/12/05 500.00  -    - 
04/27/05 120.00  -    - 
05/27/05 -  -    1,000.00 
06/06/05 -  -    256.00 
09/09/05 400.00  -    - 
04/20/06 1,000.00  -    - 
05/08/06 1,800.00  -    - 
 $  4,190.00  1,665.24    1,256.00 
 
In addition to the deposits illustrated in Table 4, 5 cash deposits totaling $3,860.00 were made to 
Mr.  Summers’ personal U.S. Bank account between June  7, 2006 and July  3, 2006.  Also, a 
$100.00 deposit was made to the account on June  30, 2006.  However, we were unable to 
determine if the deposit was composed of cash, checks or a combination of cash and checks.  The 
6 deposits were made after Mr. Summers was placed on leave.  We were unable to determine the 
source of the deposits.    
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Recommended Control Procedures 
As part of our investigation, we reviewed the procedures used by the Fifth and Eighth 
Judicial Districts to perform bank reconciliation functions and process receipts.  An important 
aspect of internal control is to establish procedures that provide accountability for assets 
susceptible to loss from error and irregularities.  These procedures provide the actions of one 
individual will act as a check on those of another and provide a level of assurance errors or 
irregularities will be noted within a reasonable time during the course of normal operations.   
Based on our findings and observations detailed below, the following recommendations are made 
to strengthen the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts’ internal controls. 
A.  Offenders Not Recorded in ICON  – There is no interaction between the ICIS system 
maintained by the Clerks of Court and the Department of Corrections’ ICON system.  No 
one periodically determines if all offenders in ICIS who have an order for supervision to 
be provided by the Department are subsequently included in ICON.  We identified 10 
offenders in Dallas and Guthrie Counties who were ordered to report to the Department 
for supervision services but were not entered in ICON.   
Recommendation – The Department should develop procedures to ensure offenders in 
ICIS who have an order for supervision to be provided by the Department are 
subsequently entered in ICON in a timely manner.  Oversight of ensuring all offenders 
are properly entered in ICON should be performed by someone who is not responsible 
for subsequently collecting fees from the offenders.   
B.  Deposit of Collections Made in the Eighth Judicial District – Payments collected by PPOs 
in the Eighth Judicial District are transported to the District office in Fairfield.  Some 
collections may be transported to a smaller office within the District before they are 
transported to the Fairfield office.  Once in the Fairfield office, the collections are not 
deposited in a timely manner.   
Recommendation – When feasible, collections should be deposited at a local bank rather 
than held for transportation to another office within the District.  Also, District officials 
should implement procedures to ensure all collections are deposited in a timely manner.   
C.  Receipts Issued in the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts – The sequence of receipt 
books used in the Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts are not recorded.  In addition, the 
individuals reconciling the collections deposited to receipts do not ensure the sequence 
of the receipts is complete.  As a result, any collections for which a receipt was issued 
but not properly deposited may not be identified in a timely manner.   
Recommendation – District officials should implement procedures to ensure all receipt 
books and receipts issued to offenders are properly accounted for.  In addition, District 
staff should evaluate the timeliness of the receipts, the frequency of the PPOs’ 
collections and the chronological order of the receipts.  Any discrepancies or 
irregularities should be investigated in a timely manner.   
D.  Removal of Files from District Offices – Mr. Summers submitted paper files he removed 
from the Fifth Judicial District to a DCI agent.  While files may be temporarily taken 
from the office for a meeting with an offender, according to the Director of the Fifth 
Judicial District, files should not be removed from the office for other purposes unless 
permission is given by a supervisor.   
Recommendation – District officials should implement procedures to ensure files are 
taken from District offices only for authorized purposes.  In addition, files taken from 
the office should be recorded in a “check-out log”.  The file should be returned to the  
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District office as soon as possible and checked back in.  Someone independent of 
checking files in and out should periodically review the log to ensure all files are 
properly accounted for and removed for only authorized purposes.   
District officials should also establish “exit” procedures for employees leaving the 
District’s employment.  Exit procedures should include ensuring all files are in the 
District’s custody.   
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Exhibits  
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Report on Special Investigation of the  
Fifth and Eighth Judicial Districts 
 
Summary of Findings 
For the period January 1, 2003 through June 30, 2006 
Per
Offender
Amount 
Undeposited
District 
Assigned to
Recorded 
on ICON
Paper File found 
at District 
Office
Date of 
Receipt
Manual 
Receipt 
Number
Originally identified by District officials:
A 250.00 $            Fifth No  No  02/08/05 22811
A 595.00 Fifth No No  04/12/05 22557
B 365.00 Fifth Yes No 10/16/05 27296
C 100.00 ** Fifth Yes Yes 10/10/05 27213
C 150.00 Fifth Yes Yes 10/10/05 27214
Identified by Auditors' testing:
F 250.00 Fifth No No 02/08/05 22818
I 250.00 Fifth No No ## ##
J 100.00 Fifth No No - Not recovered
L 404.00 Fifth No No  09/22/05 27205
Identified when Lance Summers submitted repayment:
M unknown Fifth Yes Yes - Not recovered
N unknown Fifth Yes Yes - Not recovered
O 220.00 Fifth Yes Yes 08/12/05 22664
P 165.00 Eighth Yes Yes - Not recovered
Q 280.00 Eighth Yes Yes - Not recovered
R 500.00 Eighth Yes Yes - Not recovered
S 165.00 Eighth Yes Yes - Not recovered
T 250.00 Eighth Yes Yes - Not recovered
U 150.00 Eighth Yes Yes - Not recovered
# Unspecified   unknown - - - - -
   Total 4,194.00 $        
## - Receipt recovered was not issued from receipt book.  It was prepared on plain paper.  
^^ - The offender's paper file was also submitted to the DCI agent at the time the repayment was made.
* - Payable to Treasure(r) State of Iowa.
^ - Amount paid by offender L included $250 for supervision fee and $154 for 30 hours of
            community service converted to a fine at the rate of $5.15 per hour.
# - The cash was submitted by Mr. Summers in 5 bundles.  One bundle was marked as $250 received
      from Offender T and $150 from Offender U.  However, there was actually $420 cash in that
      bundle rather than the $400 described by Mr. Summers.  
** - Mr. Summers repaid $365 for this offender.  However, according to District records, only $100 was
      unpaid for the offender.  Because the receipt obtained from the offender shows only $100 and we are
      unable to determine what the remaining $265 is for, we have included only the $100 as undeposited.
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Receipt
Signer Amount Amount Subtotal
Type of 
Payment Notations
LS 250.00         250.00         Check Mailed to the Fifth Judicial District
LS 595.00         595.00         Check Mailed to the Fifth Judicial District
LS 100.00         365.00         Money order Mailed to the Fifth Judicial District
1,210.00       
LS 100.00         -                    -  -
LS 150.00         150.00         Cash Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006
LS 250.00         -                    - None
## 250.00         250.00         Cash Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006 ^^
--               100.00         Check* Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006 ^^
illegible 250.00         404.00         ^ Cash Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006 ^^
--               -               - Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006 ^^
--               -               - Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006 ^^
LS 220.00         220.00         Cash Submitted to DCI Agent on June 30, 2006
1,124.00       
--               165.00         Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
--               280.00         Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
--               500.00         Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
--               165.00         Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
--               250.00         Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
--               150.00         Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
- -     20.00           Cash Submitted to District officials with resignation
1,530.00       
3,864.00 $    
 
Repayments Made by Lance Summers
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Staff 
This special investigation was performed by: 
Annette K. Campbell, CPA, Director 
Marc D. Johnson, Staff Auditor 
 
 
 
 
  Tamera S. Kusian, CPA 
  Deputy Auditor of State 
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